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ORNAMENT OF CLEAR REALIZATION 21 September 2017 

 

We are on page 248, halfway down.  

 ‘2A1B-2C1B-3B. Rejecting arguments’ 

This is the second outline. The first outline, the ‘Actual Meaning’ in the paragraph above, 

we covered in the previous session. 

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B1. Dispute 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2. Response 

2A1B-2C1B-3B1. Dispute 

In order to indicate the four arguments of (1) non-existence of action, (2) results 

following as being ultimate, (3) contradiction with the system, and (4) actions and so 

forth following as existing in dreams, [Maitreya’s Ornament of Clear Realization] 

(stanza 4.60c) says:  

The response to arguments such as “Karma does not exist” 

And [Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

 “If they are just like dreams, as the ten non-virtues and generosity and so forth do not 

exist, on the occasion of being awake will it not also become like the occasion of 

sleeping?”’ 

‘They’ refers to all phenomena. It is posited, if all phenomena ‘are just like dreams’.  

We are looking at engaging in the ten non-virtuous actions or engaging in positive actions 

such as ‘generosity and so forth’ when awake. The question arises: If all phenomena do not 

exist, wouldn’t it be the case that when you do those things when you are awake, it would be 

the same as when you do them in your sleep? In brief, someone concludes that non-virtuous 

actions such as killing and so forth, as well as virtuous actions, such as practising generosity 

and so forth, do not exist at all because they are not truly established.  

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2. Response 

[Maitreya’s Ornament of Clear Realization] (stanza 4.60d) says:  

Is just that which has been explained.’ 

In the section ‘3B1. Dispute’ we have four disputes and four responses, one for each dispute.. 

The source of that is from the sutra. This is a dialogue between Shariputra and Subhuti. 

‘Is just that which has been explained.’ refers to what has been explained in the sutra. 

Shariputra is asking the questions from the perspective of the Sutra School and the Great 

Exposition School. He is asking the questions from that particular line of thought. Subhuti 

gives a response from the point of view of the Middle-way School. They are not discussing 

from same school’s point of view. This dialogue is for the sake of disciples, for the sake of 

others.  

We are still in the response: 



2 

 

‘And [Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

The response to these arguments…’ 

We have just the beginning of this sentence. The remainder of the quotation is in the 

paragraph below, under ‘3B2A-1.Stating the Consequence’. 

‘It follows that just as in the tradition of propounders of external objects, … ultimately 

there is no one [who kills] anyone, not killing also does not [appear]; there is no one who 

robs anyone, not robbing also does not [appear]. Regarding the aforesaid positions, the 

generated properties contradictory with engaging the continuum [of the life killed], by 

means of conceiving as killer and so forth, like positing non-virtues and so forth to the 

possession of improper attention is presented to killing and so forth.’  

Continuing at the top of page 249: 

‘Furthermore, with respect to this, there are: 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2A. The meaning is incorrect’. 

This refers to the first assumption, the first sequence saying: 

Take a positive and negative karma at a time when you are awake. It follows that it does not 

exist because all phenomena are not truly established, just like a dream.  

We say: the meaning you convey with this statement is incorrect. It is not true that positive 

and negative karma when you are awake does not exist. The meaning of what you say is 

incorrect.  

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2B. The response that the analogy is not established’. 

When they formulate that consequence they say karma does not exist because all phenomena 

do not truly exist, just like a dream. Our position is to say you are not using the analogy 

correctly here. It is not the correct analogy at this point.  

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2C. The meaning of the analogy being established’. 

Having gone through the first and second steps, we will summarise and explain the analogy 

in a way that makes sense- showing their position is incorrect. We don’t agree with the way 

they use the analogy, so later on we will give an analogy with a different meaning.  

To clarify the dispute and our response: 

Someone concludes that it follows that there is no such thing as karma when you are awake, 

since all phenomena are empty just like a dream.   

When we prepare to give a response, we consider: are you saying karma does not exist 

conventionally or are you saying karma does not exist ultimately? 

If you are telling me that karma does not exist ultimately I agree with you. There is no 

dispute. 

However, if you are telling me that conventionally karma does not exist since all phenomena 

are like a dream my response will be: there is no pervasion. Our reason is that it is not 

pervasive.  We would indicate the analogy you are using is not definite; it is not certain; it is 

not the right analogy for this occasion. This is the meaning of this conversation.   
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We say the analogy they use is not correct because we say there is accumulation of karma 

when you perform actions in your sleep.  For example, you dream in your sleep that you kill 

someone. Then when you wake up you have that sense of achievement thinking: ‘good on 

me!’ You have a sense of rejoicing. There is accumulation of karma in that. That shows that 

you are creating karma when you are asleep and dreaming.  

Similarly, if in you dream you did something virtuous, something positive and then you wake 

up and have a nice feeling and say ‘I really did that!’, again there is accumulation of karma in 

that. Therefore, the analogy you use saying there is no karma in a dream is not the correct 

analogy  

We know from the presentation of mental factors that there are certain mental factors that are 

changeable, for example, regret and sleep are changeable mental factors.  

Whether the activity will be virtuous or non-virtuous depends on what you are regretting. If 

you have done something good and you regret the good things you’ve done, that regret is 

non-virtuous. It creates non-virtuous karma. If you have done something bad and you regret 

that, that is something positive. Therefore regret is no 100% positive or 100% negative. It is 

changeable, depending on what you are regretting.  

Similarly with sleep. Sleep has equal potential for positive or negative. The motivation in 

which you enter the phase of sleep will determine if the activity of sleep is negative or 

virtuous. In addition, whatever you dream you are doing in your sleep has the power to 

determine whether the activity of sleeping is positive or negative. Then when you wake up 

and rejoice for example, saying: ‘I killed someone in my sleep, well done. I did it.’ This 

shows there is karma created when we are asleep. 

 ‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2A. The meaning is incorrect 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2A-1. Stating the consequence 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2A-2. The response that rejects faults 

 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2A-1. Stating the consequence 

 [Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] explains:  

‘It follows that just as in the tradition of propounders of external objects, causeless 

disintegration due to momentariness is definite, because there is as well in the tenets 

[their tenets; their belief system]: “The diverse worlds arise from karma” [Vasubandhu’s 

Treasury of Knowledge (Abhidharmakosha) (4.1a)].’ 

This is a particular way of stating a consequence in accordance with what the opponent 

believes. The opponent expresses their position. Then we take what they have said and we 

say: you believe such and such, therefore it follows such and such. We are using the 

reasoning turning it around.  

We are dealing with the proponents of external objects and their beliefs. Whatever they say, 

we are going to turn it around. We take the consequence or the belief of the opponent and 

turn it around.  

‘It follows’ is stated by the proponents of the Middle-way. They are having a discussion with 

‘propounders of external objects’ who are proponents of the Great Exposition School and 

the Sutra School.  



4 

 

The proponents of the Middle-way School has taken the position that the others have said and 

will use it against them. The Middle-way followers say: 

‘It follows that just as’ 

 Here he will use an example. The example he will use is the consequence the opponents 

have used.  

‘propounders of external objects’ are propounders of the two lower schools. Just as they 

say that negative karma, such as killing and so forth and positive karma, such as practising 

generosity and so forth, do not exist because all phenomena are empty.  

We will say: just as you say that the karma of killing and so forth does not exist, we also say 

that the karma of killing and so forth does not exist.  However we will use a different reason: 

‘disintegration due to momentariness is definite’.  

We say: Life actually disintegrates moment by moment and that disintegration is definite. So 

we say, there is need for someone to perform an act of killing.  

‘causeless disintegration’ refers to the fact that life naturally disintegrates. You don’t need 

to have the additional cause of a killer with a weapon who attacks and cuts life short.  

They say it follows that this disintegration is definite. Then they support that by giving a 

reason. The reason they give is by quoting from a text the opponent accepts as a valid source, 

the Abhidharmakosha: 

‘because there is as well in the tenets “The diverse worlds arise from karma”’. 

The consequence that proponents of the Middle-way School life are stating here is that the 

disintegration of life is definite. It happens momentarily. Therefore it doesn’t require any 

additional action from a killer or a weapon. When that killer or that weapon is acting in any 

way, they don’t accumulate any karma since life is disintegrating moment by moment. It 

says, in the text you accept: 

“The diverse worlds arise from karma”. 

This means that what we find in the world arises from its own karma. When death happens, it 

happens from one’s karma. It doesn’t happen because the killer was active. The killer does 

not accumulate karma because the person who dies, dies from their own karma. This is stated 

in the Abhidharmakosha and you accept that text.  

Hopefully you can see the pattern and the logic here. Initially they stated their consequence 

saying there is no positive and negative karma accumulated during sleep. We can simplify 

that first part and say there is no karma of killing in your sleep, since we take killing as the 

main example here. They say there will be no karma of killing, and we understand that to 

mean during your sleep, because, they say, all phenomena are empty of being truly existent. 

This was their position. To that we say: no pervasion. 

Then we state a position that is similar to theirs. We say: it follows there is no karma of 

killing because life just naturally disintegrates and it does not require the additional activity 

of a killer and a weapon and so forth.  

They respond: no pervasion. Just as we said ‘no pervasion’ to their reasoning, they say ‘no 

pervasion’ to our reasoning.  
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We have stated our position and we say that the opponent will say there is no pervasion. To 

understand how and why the opponents will respond in this way, we can first look at the 

presentation by the Great Exposition School, in particular, how they define ultimate truth and 

conventional truth.  

For them something is an ultimate truth if it is not suitable to be destroyed by physical means 

or to mentally be taken apart and in that way destroy the concept of that thing. 

When they talk about ultimate truth, they categorise in that group  things such as the truth of 

cessation or the sub-atomic, very subtle particles or the smallest moment of the duration of 

time. They say it is so subtle, so small, that you cannot physically destroy it and mentally you 

come to a point where you cannot dissect it anymore. When you have a category like this, 

they say this is ultimate truth.  

In contradiction to that, they say when you take something that is much bigger, for example, 

a whole vase or a table, these are examples of conventional truth because you can destroy 

them physical means. 

In terms of destroying the concept of vase or a table, you can see that this is conventional 

because with physical means you can chop it up. You can destroy it. Then you will be 

destroying the concept of the vase or the concept of the table.  Or you can mentally take it 

apart, dissect it. 

If you start taking apart this table, you end up with two sides and one flat surface. You lose the 

concept of the table if you start taking all the parts apart. So they say we have ultimate truth 

and we have ultimate truth. Therefore, to your assertion, we will respond and say there is no 

pervasion because in relation to each of those ultimate truths, there is no accumulation of 

karma. However, in relation to what we consider to be conventional truths, there is 

accumulation of karma.  

 

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2A-2. The response that rejects faults 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2A-2A. Stating the analogy’ 

Again it is a case of proponents of the Middle-way using the same type of logic, where they 

take the position of the opponent and give a similar answer, but due to a different reason. 

‘[Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

The answer is: just as in the tradition of propounders of external objects, … ultimately 

there is no one [who kills] anyone, not killing also does not [appear]; there is no one who 

robs anyone, not robbing also does not [appear]. Regarding the aforesaid positions, the 

generated properties contradictory with engaging the continuum [of the life killed], by 

means of conceiving as killer and so forth, like positing non-virtues and so forth to the 

possession of improper attention is presented to killing and so forth.’  

 

The argument the proponents of the middle-way formulate is against ‘propounders of 

external objects’. 

We took the Great Exposition School as an example, because they have a good way of 

defining what is a conventional truth and what is an ultimate truth. 
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The argument here is whether there is such a thing as the accumulation of positive and negative 

karma. We will look at this from the point of view of the ultimate and from the point of view 

of the conventional. 

In terms of each specific sub-moment or sub-atomic particle, we are not talking about 

accumulating positive or negative karma. However conventionally there is positive and 

negative karma in relation to conventional phenomena. Conventional phenomena are the 

things created as the accumulation of those particles or as a continuum of many moments, the 

continuity of things.  

On the ultimate level, we agree there is no accumulation of karma. However on the 

conventional level, in terms of the continuum and in terms of the accumulation there is  

positive and negative karma. 
 

‘[Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

The answer is: just as in the tradition of propounders of external objects, … ultimately 

there is no one [who kills] anyone, not killing also does not [appear]; there is no one who 

robs anyone, not robbing also does not [appear]. Regarding the aforesaid positions, the 

generated properties contradictory with engaging the continuum [of the life killed], by 

means of conceiving as killer and so forth, like positing non-virtues and so forth to the 

possession of improper attention is presented to killing and so forth.’  

They define ‘ultimately’ or ultimate truth in their system as referring to individual smaller 

and smaller moments of duration or sub-atomic particles.  

Just as in their position if we are talking about sub-atomic particles, there is no-one who kills 

someone. 

‘ultimately there is no one [who kills] anyone’, or in the smallest duration of time, there is 

no murder taking place and: 

‘not killing also does not [appear]’. ‘not killing’ is given as virtuous karma. The first 

example is negative karma. The opposite of that is virtuous karma.  

In terms of sub-atomic particles and a tiny duration of time, there is no killing and: 

‘there is no one who robs anyone’ of their wealth. Also ‘not robbing also does not 

[appear],’ since you have defined the ultimate to refer to sub-atomic particles and very small 

durations of time.  

We understand ‘ultimate’ in that sense, to be that there is no negative karma and there is no 

positive karma. We are giving here the example of killing and stealing. However we understand it 

refers to the three negative actions of the body and the four negative actions of the speech, the seven 

negative actions, and the opposites of them. 

In this particular presentation we say that we only include the three activities in relation to the 

body and the four activities in relation to the speech.  

In the Great Exposition School, karma has to be form. When we refer to the three activities of 

the mind, this is mind, so they do not refer to it as karma.  They refer to mind as a ‘karmic 

path.’ If it is positive mental activity, it becomes the karmic path that will lead to a higher 

rebirth. If it is a negative mental activity, it will be the karmic path that leads to lower 

migrations.  
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They make the distinction between karma referring to seven activities, three of the body and 

four of the speech. Then they use a different term, karmic path, in relation to the mind. This 

sentence, since it reflects the position of proponents of external objects, has to be presented in 

this way. They say that the three of the body and four of the speech are both karma and 

karmic path. The three of the mind are only karmic path without being karma.  

‘Regarding the aforesaid positions’  

‘positions’ indicates we are dealing with the ultimate level of reality. 

 ‘the aforesaid’ would usually mean whatever you said previously. Here it refers to the 

ultimate level.  

‘the aforesaid positions’ here indicates we are examining things at the ultimate level.  
 

‘the generated properties contradictory with engaging the continuum [of the life 

killed]’. 

We have a life. As long as you are alive, you have a continuum, a continuity of life. When 

there is an act of killing, you generate an activity that is contradictory to that continuum of 

life. Being contradictory to the continuum of life indicates shortening the continuum of life. 

Let’s say you were to live for another five years and someone comes and kills you. It 

shortens your life. It contradicts the flow of your life.  

‘generated properties’ means generating that activity where someone acts as a killer, they 

use a weapon, they engage in killing.  

‘by means of conceiving as killer and so forth’. 

We are looking at the verb ‘conceiving’. In the texts we have two versions of this word. One 

indicates conceptual thought and is translated as ‘conceiving.’ The other version indicates 

‘realisation.’ In some texts you find the word realising and in others you find conceiving. Whichever 

of the two terms you find, the meaning can still be explained.  

If you take it to say ‘realising’, it means you have a realisation at that point that there is a killer, there 

is an object killed and the activity of killing. You have a realisation of these three.  

If you take it to mean ‘conceiving’, you are conceiving because you have this conceptual thought. For 

the conceptual mind it appears there is someone who is the killer, someone is the victim and there has 

been the activity of killing.  

So there is either conceiving or realising of the killer and so forth.   

‘and so forth’ introduces the other two.  

Looking at the rest of this paragraph: 

‘like positing non-virtues and so forth to the possession of improper attention is 

presented to killing and so forth.’ 

The main example we have been using is killing. You can take this to include all non-

virtuous karmic actions.  

‘killing and so forth’ refers to that.  

All these activities can be taken to be similar ‘to the possession of improper attention.’ 
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If we take this in relation to negative karma, we would say this is similar to improper 

attention. If we take the example of positive karma we would say this is similar to proper 

attention.  

‘improper attention’ means you have a particular motivation which is a negative motivation. You 

have the intention to harm someone. That is improper attention.’ 

However, you don’t actually carry out any activity that harms a person. You are just harbouring this 

negativity, this hostility towards the person. That is similar to negative karma. That actually creates 

negative karma.  

If we take the opposite example you could be having appropriate attention. Although you may not be 

physically active helping others, nevertheless you may be meditating on loving-kindness or 

compassion. That is positive or appropriate attention. Obviously this is creating karma. So this is 

similar to the positive karma.  

In that paragraph, one ‘and so forth’ refers to different activities. The other ‘so forth’ refers to 

either appropriate or inappropriate attention.  

This is stating the analogy. The one who is saying all this is the proponent of the Middle-way 

School. However they are using the beliefs or statements of the Great Exposition School. 

They are saying, just as in your school, you say this and this, the conclusion is that similarly, 

in my school, ultimately there is no karma when you are awake, either positive or negative. 

However conventionally there is karma.  

The first outline is called ‘Stating the analogy’ because the proponents of the Middle-way 

here are taking the position of the opponent and saying just as in your case, just as in your 

system, we also believe such and such. Because they are using ‘just as in your case’ it is like 

an analogy. This is how the naming of this outline Stating the analogy’ came about. ` 

 ‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2A-2B. Correlating it with the meaning’ 

Here we will say that our systems have commonalties. Just as you say that ultimately there is 

no karma, we say the same. Just as you say conventionally there is karma we also have the 

same position.  

[Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

“Although the properties are like dreams, to those who did not weaken all the erroneous 

bonds, through strongly adhering to the properties and so forth of the objects 

concordant with that,” this and that aforesaid responses are taught from other 

positions. One should understand the aforesaid.’ 

‘Although the properties are like dreams’. 

‘the properties’ here refers to samsara and nirvana. Although samsara and nirvana ‘are like 

dreams’ 

We say this because: 

 they are not truly established 

 they are not true for arya equipoise 

 the logic investigating the ultimate does not find those things when it searches for 

them.  

For those reasons, we say samsara and nirvana are like a dream.  
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This is for those who are in arya equipoise, for those who have the logic investigating the ultimate and 

so forth. For those who operate at that level of ultimate truth, those things are like a dream.  

However:   

‘to those who did not weaken all the erroneous bonds’. 

‘the erroneous bonds’ refers to afflictions.   

‘erroneous’ is another word for non-correct. In other words, we are saying that to all those 

who are still on the conventional level, not those on the ultimate level. On the ultimate level 

these things are like a dream. However for those who are still operating under afflictions, for 

the conventional mind  

‘through strongly adhering to the properties and so forth of the objects’. 

‘strongly adhering’ means they have very strong conception and say conventionally this is 

the killer, this is the action of killing, this is the person killed. They have this strong 

recognition. They hold into those type of properties: 

‘the objects concordant with that’ means objects concordant with dreams. What we thought 

was a dream. However they have strong adherence thinking that is the killer and that is the 

person killed.   

‘this and that aforesaid responses are taught from other positions. One should 

understand the aforesaid.’ 

‘this and that responses’ refers to the responses we gave that ultimately there is no such 

thing as the killer and the killed. However conventionally there is. Ultimately there is no 

karma. Conventionally there is. When you understand both levels, there is no contradiction. 

The ‘aforesaid responses’ refers to the first thing we explained at the beginning of this 

session. As soon as the opponent expresses their consequence, our first response is to ask, are 

they saying this ultimately or are they saying this conventionally? Accordingly, we will have 

to formulate our response to that. We gave a response in terms of the ultimate. At the ultimate 

level, we agree there is no karma. Conventionally we say there is karma and we give different 

reasons for that.   

These ‘responses are taught from other positions.’ 

‘other positions’ indicates there are other positions taught in various other texts.  According 

to the middle-way texts you will find these answers that ultimately they don’t exist, but 

conventionally they exist. There is no problem with that. You will find this in various sutras 

and one should understand all of this. 
 

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2B. The response that the analogy is not established’. 

This refers to the analogy they have given, which is the analogy of a dream. Their initial 

position is that there is no karma that is accumulated because all phenomena are empty of 

true existence, like a dream.  

Our response is to ask: what are you saying? There is karma accumulated in dreams. Dreams 

exist. There is karma associated with that. Therefore we say: 

‘the analogy is not established’ means this is not the right example. You are not using the 

right example here.  



10 

 

 ‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2B-1. [Indicating] through other scriptures the response that the 

analogy is not established  

2A1B-2C1B-3B2B-2. Indicating that the analogy is not established through explaining 

the meaning of this very sutra 

2A1B-2C1B-3B2B-1. [Indicating] through other scriptures the response that the 

analogy is not established 

[Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

Furthermore, “dream mind is weakened by sleep, therefore effects are not the same.” 

The analogy is not established through the aforesaid.’ 

The reference to ‘dream mind’ is talking about motivation. When you are asleep, because 

you are under the influence of sleep, your motivation is very much weakened. Things happen 

when you are asleep but since you are under the influence of sleep, you don’t operate with 

the same capacity as when you are awake. The motivation when you are asleep is reduced. It 

is almost non-existent. There is no strong intention. There is no strong motivation.  

‘therefore effects are not the same’. 

Effects are not the same between the activities you do during sleep and activities you do 

when you are awake. When you are awake, your motivation is present.  Therefore, when you 

go out and kill someone, that is a real crime. The effect you have of carrying out such an 

action when you are awake is really serious.   

However in your dream, if you dream of killing someone, there is the killing and you took 

part in it, but since your motivation is so weak, the effect will not be the same.  

There is a difference of the strength, due to the difference of the strength of the motivation. 

When you are asleep, it is minimal.  

However, ‘The analogy is not established through the aforesaid.’  

You gave the analogy of the dream. We maintain there is karma created during the dream. 

You dream that you killed someone and when you wake up you rejoice. Through that act of 

rejoicing you create karma, which is karma created in your sleep. However obviously there is 

a difference in the strength of the result, since you didn’t actually go out and kill someone. It 

was just a dream. If you did it while you were awake, it would be very serious. However you 

did it in your sleep. There is still karma, but it is weak.  

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2B-2. Indicating that the analogy is not established through explaining 

the meaning of this very sutra  

[Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

Similarly, also in dreams, virtue and non-virtue are performed. On the occasion of 

awakening, if one rejoices, “Oh! It was done. It was well done!” by the nourishing of 

strong adherence with a mind of subsequent occasion, it fully nourishes.’ 

The similarity Haribhadra refers to is the similarity in our system, our beliefs, and in your 

system, the system of the Great Exposition the Sutra Schools, the lower schools.   

Similarly, Haribhadra says, you also say that in dreams ‘virtue and non-virtue are 

performed.’ 
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‘On the occasion of awakening, if one rejoices’ saying ‘I did it, I managed to do it’ and 

congratulate yourself Oh! It was done. It was well done!” rejoicing in the activity of killing, 

for example. By doing this the nourishing of strong adherence 

‘nourishing’ has the sense of enhancing. You are nourishing or enhancing that karma which 

was weak before at the time of your sleep. Now you are nourishing it while you are awake, 

because you are rejoicing in it.   

‘with a mind of subsequent occasion’ 

The ‘subsequent occasion’ is the occasion of being awake. It is subsequent to sleep. Now 

you have awakened, and in your waking time, you nourish that karma. You activate that 

karma. This means you will make that ripening karma come to you more quickly.  

Then ‘it fully nourishes.’ The result will be fully nourished.  

This is part of our response. We say, you also admit this. You also admit that in the dream 

there is positive and negative karma. So why are you using the example of a dream in your 

analogy, when you say there is no karma, because of familiarity, such as in a dream. If you 

believe like us that there is karma in a dream, why do you us this example of the dream? 

If you say: ‘conventionally all phenomena are empty’, we respond saying: ‘the pervasion is 

not certain’ because all of this, samsara and nirvana are just equal in terms of being empty of 

true existence.  

‘2A1B-2C1B-3B2C. The meaning of the analogy being established 

[Haribhadra’s Clear Meaning] says:  

Because of that, also the analogy is not established, samsara and nirvana are just equal. 

These are just as taught in [Dzong-kha-pa’s] Golden Rosary.’ 

‘Because of that’. 

Here Haribhadra is summarising all the reasoning that we have used up to here. We have 

given three responses. In those three responses we have used a particular type of reasoning, 

taking the position of the opponent and turning it around. We have gone through the point of 

saying ultimately we both agree that there is no such thing as an accumulation of karma. 

However, if you say that conventionally there is no accumulation of karma because you say 

all phenomena are empty, such as in a dream, to that we would respond that the pervasion is 

not certain and that your example is not established; it is not a good example.   

Taking all of this, because of all this, samsara and nirvana are just equal in terms of being 

empty of true existence.  

 

WE WILL STOP HERE. 

 

 


